
































































































































































⿪Remarks of the Director⿬
Refl ecting on the Symposium
Romano VULPITTA
The overall aim of the three-year research project that we have been carrying out at Kyoto Sangyo Univer-
sity has been the comprehensive analysis of the phenomenon of “Anti-Americanism”, particularly as it has found 
expression in contemporary Europe. Naturally, we have not been so much concerned with arriving at some sort of 
conclusion with regard to the merits of either Pro- or Anti-Americanism as such, but rather clarifying the ideals 
and logic, the implications and the ‘pathology’ of Anti-Americanism through an analysis of each country’s inter-
nal politics and their position within the world order. At the same time, we have attempted to take this European 
form of Anti-Americanism and treat it as a yardstick for making comparative observations in other regional con-
texts, including that of Japan. It is for this reason that, in terms of both regional background and specialization, 
we have assembled a broad array of specialists and sought to approach the theme from an interdisciplinary stand-
point through a multi-faceted interpretation.
Within the broad framework of the Institute’s project, this symposium holds a special signifi cance. Of 
course, its main purpose has been to give a chance for intellectual exchange between the staff affi liated with the 
Institute and the outside world, allowing them to check the results of their researches and seek new avenues for 
future research. This is something we already did last year and indeed we intend to do also next year. Nonethe-
less, this symposium has been distinguished by its scale and, it is distinguished by the degree to which we have 
succeeded in  gathering together participants from so many different walks of life broadening in this way the inter-
disciplinary approach which is the fundamental aim of the project. By gaining the contributions of such overseas 
participants we have indeed been able to realize the internationality at the heart of this research projects theme.
Given that we had such eminent participants we made a point of not having meeting behind closed doors but 
made it open to the public and because the symposium fell on exactly the fortieth anniversary of the University’s 
founding we also decided to incorporate it into the program of celebratory events scheduled for this year. In doing 
so we were able reiterate on the fortieth anniversary the ideals of internationalism and social commitment that 
have always been a part of the “Founding Principle” of the University,—to pursue scholarship in an internation-
ally open and socially constructive manner.
When we considered in hindsight what this symposium has achieved, I feel confi dent that we have indeed 
fulfi lled the academic objectives entailed in the framing of the symposium. Naturally, we have not arrived at 
some fi nal defi nition of “Americanism”,—it was not, after all, what we set out to do in the fi rst place. Even so, 
with the presentations and debate that we have witnessed over two days, I believe that we have been able to 
approach the issues related to America and Eurpean relations in a multi-layered and multi-faceted way which has 
given has numerous insights and moments of inspiration which will be invaluable for our future research.
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The basic lines for discussion for the symposium were laid down by the keynote speakers on the fi rst day. 
The combination of the eminent scholar, Hauke Brunkhorst, along with the noted commentator and critic,  Massimo 
Fini, refl ected our wish to expand the scope of the symposium beyond purely academic concerns into the realm of 
ideas and opinions in the broader world. Professor Brunkhorst’s promotion of the notion of developing a demo-
cratic world order while criticizing the hegemonic threats to that vision from America was contrasted with Dottor 
Fini’s profound misgivings towards “modernity” itself and America as the exemplary model of that phenomenon.
The respective viewpoints of the two speakers, in terms of both intellectual outlook and interpretation of 
current affairs, were therefore highly contrastive. Professor Brunkhorst’s speech was coloured by the tradition of 
the Enlightenment, presenting as it did the prospect of a democratic globalization that would transcend the nation 
and embody Enlightenment ideals. By contrast, Dottor Fini refuted such ideals, insisting that the endless quest 
for progress entailed in that tradition would lead to self-ruin. He also criticized the process of globalization, 
prefering to emphasize the need to maintain the autonomy of nations and their culture and proposing a world 
order that, due to his mistrust of international organizations, would be based on a respect for soverign nation-
states. Nevertheless, it is also important to note that despite their difference in outlook, they shared the common 
perception that the strengthening of a unifi ed European Union would be necessary to resolve the current crisis, 
something that is important to note in our understanding of the consciouness of contemporary Europeans. When 
considering the developments of the last twenty years, I also personally believe that this process has been been 
 historically unavoidable. However, there remains a signifi cant difference between the two, in way that Dottor 
Fini’s conception of European unifi cation is based on the logic of power politics, while Professor Brunkhorst 
 conceives of it as part of the formation of a new world order based on regional cooperation. This is a scenario that 
includes recognition of Asian cooperation and the eventual emergence of a tri-polar framework centred on 
America, Europe and Asia which he hopes will retain a democratic character. Overall, I feel that the theme of uni-
fi cation resonated with the audience and formed an important theme in the following day’s debate.
Having made these positive remarks I should perhaps also venture to make the observation that, so far as 
clarifying the concept of Americanism and an independent European assertion contrary to it, the analysis of the 
presenters had relatively little to say. According to Professor Brunkhorst, the world as controlled by America, 
Europe and Japan would involve the formation of regional communities and regional cultures that would hold 
in common the shared values of 1789. In this sense there is little recognition of the difference in the values of 
America and Europe. Even Dottor Fini who criticizes the Western conception of modernity tends to regard 
Europe and America as being part of the same Western bloc and asserted that currently there is little that distin-
guishes the two. Taken together, their perspective conceives of the stand-off between Euurope and America as 
being more a political one rather than a cultural or intellectual one.
Amongst the commentators there were also two contributers who presented counter-arguments to the key-
note speakers,—Dr Edmister and Professor Mishima. Based on his experience in international trading practice, 
Mr Edmister refuted Professor Brunkhorst notion of the formation of a system of “international law” and “world 
government” independent of nations, pointing out that a “fully globalized functional system” requires the effec-
Refl ecting on the Symposium 261
tive functioning of legal systems on the national level. In other words, he was emphasizing how, even in a global-
ized system, sovereign states play an independent role,—something I concur with. Even Professor Brunkhorst 
himself recognized the necessity of American military might to enforce decisions made by international organiza-
tions, along with the fact that international society is not able to regulate the conduct of America, Russia and 
China. I do expect that at some time in the future an effective international system will be formed. However under 
the current system we fi nd that it is still sovereign nation-states that play the main roles. In order to set right the 
social injustices and economic disparities engendered by globalization—as pointed out by Professor Brunkhorst 
—the role of the state goverment is still necessary.
Consequently, I felt that Mr Edmister’s observation was essentially correct, albeit somewhat over-simpli-
fyied. Under the system of globalization it is also a fact that the scope of choices open to various sovereign states 
can become narrower and narrower. Suggesting that the the American standard has been adopted worldwide due 
to its being the most effi cicient is true in one sense, however Mr Edmister does not take account of the fact that 
this adopting of the American standard has also come about due to pressure from America to undertake structural 
reforms in order to enable that standard to operate effectively. While I add these slightly theoretical and perhaps 
slightly pedantic points I should nonetheless reiterate that for academics who are accustomed to approaching 
things in an abstract way, it was important to have the benefi t of Mr Edmister’s views and indeed it was a refresh-
ing element within the symposium.
Professor Mishima rather squarely rejected Dottor Fini’s argument for embodying a certain “cultural conser-
vatism combined with political criticism” and he highlighted the danger that such position will end in “reducing 
everything to the matter of cultured persons’ self-satisfaction”. I basically agree with this, and I don’t feel that 
Dottor Fini’s response to Professor Mishima adequately dispelled the doubts that were raised. Nevertheless, it 
certainly is the case that Dottor Fini’s complete rejection of the Western ideals of modernity struck a chord with 
the audience. Some reference was made to a similarity between Dottor Fini’s view and that of Yasuda Yojuro in 
his Theory of Absolute Pacifi sm, however I would have to say that although Yasuda presented an alternative vision 
to modernity, Dottor Fini presents no such vision. His criticism of modernity is certainly convincing but there is a 
destructive aspect to his mode of thinking which, in so far as it lacks a constructive element, winds up as a kind 
of Nihilism.
On the other hand, we might like to note the contribution of Dr Cesar de Prado Yepes who built on the strong 
interest in European Unifi cation by using the experience of the Euopean Community to shine some light on the 
kinds of concrete policies that might be relevant to similar attempts at integration in the Asian region. His com-
ments received considerable attention and sparked lively discussion. Professor Masaaki Kimura expressed a 
degree of pessimism about the possibility of emulating the European case in Asia, something I tend to agree with 
(in fact I have written on the diffi culties associated with unifi cation in Asia from a theoretical perspective in the 
Bulletin of our Institute).1) Professor Kimura pointed out that the international system that emerged in the wake of 
the Peace of Westphalia has no correlate in the experience of Asia. This is in my opinion an extremely important 
point. I would even go so far as to say that even before the Westphalia system there had already been several 
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hundred years of wars and peace negotiation, confl ict and cooperation, exchange of personnel and cultural inter-
change so that the nations of Europe built up a considerable store of ‘know-how’ in relation to the business of 
international relations,—it is this that laid open the path to unifi cation later on. This kind of ‘know-how’ has been 
lacking in Asia, although it remains possible that the kinds of policies advocated by Dr de Prado may well deepen 
interaction between the nations of East Asia and strengthen mutual dependency so that a system of regional coop-
eration might emerge.
As for the contributions from the representatives of Japan’s immediate neighbours, Professor Zhu for China 
and Professor Song for Korea, it was interesting how they both displayed an affi nity for the words of Paul Hazard 
that were quoted by Dottor Fini at the commencement of his talk as they discussed the respective attitudes of 
their countrymen to America. In terms of the rapidity with which national sentiment changed towards America 
the comparison with France is appropriate, however I would draw attention to the fact that in the situation of 
Europe in the early nineteen-thirties it was the very things that had made America popular and the object of praise 
that became transformed into the reason for becoming critical. This is an important point to note if we are to 
 distinguish between criticism of American policies and a reaction against Americanism. At present in East Asia 
the object of criticism is very clearly American policy. By contrast, the ‘one set’ ideology that conjoins market-
led economics with democratic institutions, and “the American way of life”, are showing no signs of losing their 
appeal. In fact we could even say that in China and Korea (and even Japan where anti-American sentiment is 
becoming strong) the pace of Americanization has if anything gained momentum. There are two comments I 
would like to add regarding this point. Firstly, it is perfectly conceivable that the current disaffection for Ameri-
can policy may well transform itself into a sentiment of anti-Americanism. Secondly, as Philip Roger has aptly 
emphasized, adopting the superfi cial trappings of Americanism does not necessarily signify an affi nity with Ameri-
canism per se.2)
It is apparent that these two researchers from neighbouring countries, though detecting a similar trend of 
anti-American sentiment permeating their countries, nonetheless present a different view with regard to how they 
evaluate the values inherent in Americanism. On the one hand, Professor Song states that “For those who are 
comfortable with the ‘American style’ way of life, traditional values...are not to be preserved but rather sup-
planted by the universal values of democracy” which indicates agreement with American ideology. The object of 
his criticism is therefore the duality that arises from promoting these ‘universal values’ while being subject to an 
American policy that has supported an authoritarian regime. By contrast, Professor Zhu denies the universality of 
the “common ideals” that America promotes (democracy, market-led economics and human rights) and seeks to 
promote instead “common East Asian values”. Within this proposal the aspect that particularly impressed me was 
his insistence on the need. I concur with this view although I must confess that I was surprised (in a positive 
sense) to see a Chinese variation on the “Japanese spirit, Western learning” in the twenty-fi rst century.
1) Romano Vulpitta, East Asia between Globalization and Regionalization, The Bulletin of the Institute for World Affairs and 
Cultures, Kyoto Sangyo University, No. 17, 1999, pp. 146–170
2) Philippe Roger, L’Ennemi Américain Paris, 2006, p. 582
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The comments of Mr Hiroaki Hazu dealt more directly with the two keywords of the symposium,—Ameri-
canism and Europe. Mr Hazu was able to reveal a blind spot in American ideology where, despite insistences on 
the separation of church and state, there remains an extremely deep religious outlook. Moreover he illustrated 
how there was a fundamental antipathy towards Europe within that ideology. By discussing the issue using con-
crete instances from contemporary America, emphasizing the Bush administration in particular, he gave us some 
fundamentally important insights into Americanism.
As to the comments from the fl oor, Professor Kawakita joined in with Dottor Fini’s presentation to condemn 
the modern pathology of “growth paranoia”while lamenting, nonetheless, a lack of a concrete remedy within the 
paper. In actual fact I believe Dottor Fini did present a remedy in his paper,—autarchy. Naturally, Dottor Fini 
himself is well aware of the unfeasibility of autarchy in the contemporary world and explained that what he really 
hoped to see realized was a reduction in consumption, something that I believe would be an important fi rst step 
towards liberation from growth paranoia. Interestingly, Professor Kawakita was looking mainly to the history of 
East Asia to fi nd hints of how a open world system free of that paranoia might develop and certainly we do fi nd 
that in Chinese thought stability takes precedence over growth. Japan during the Isolationist period also possibly 
provides a useful reference. I would even suggest that the Roman Empire at its inception was a good model in 
that the system, while open in a way unlike Tokugawa Japan, nonetheless purposely restrained economic expan-
sion and kept the bounds of territorial enlargemnt within a sustainable boundary. In recent times, America is often 
likened to the Roman Empire however I would say that they are two poles apart.
Emeritus Professor Kimitada Miwa’s comments on the papers from the viewpoint of Japan-US relations also 
warrant particular emphasis, especially given that there were relatively few comments from that perspective from 
other participants. In particular, Professor Miwa’s giving concrete examples about the diffi culties of the Japan–
U.S. relations, enabled us to grasp more succinctly the mental anguish that scholars of America have had to bear 
when confronted by American “fundamentalism”.
Quite unlike any other commentator Professor Ikuo Sogami explored the possibility of applying the physical 
principle of inertia to international relations to come up with a scenario of Europe acting as a counter-force to 
slow down America’s current direction. There were certainly aspects of this analogy that resonate with our under-
standing of politics as we do fi nd in history that once a political process is underway it can be very diffi cult to 
arrest. We may well term this political, social or historical ‘inertia’ although I would emphasize that Professor 
Sogami expressed the opinion that it is human wisdom that determines how far that inertia can be defl ected.
Professor Naoki Hazama had the extremely important task of making some comprehensive comments about 
the symposium as a whole. While recognizing the multi-layered nature of the theme along with the diversity of 
the views expressed by the participants, he was able to admirably handle this diffi cult job. There were a number 
of valuable insights offered through his comments however there are two points in particular that I would like to 
touch on. One is the observation that, although international relations may well be regulated by international law, 
at the base of law there must always be an ethical foundation. I completely concur with this sentiment. When we 
observe the developments in world affairs in recent times we cannot help but be confronted by the fact that so 
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many problems stem from an absence of ethics. Another important observation made in Professor Hazama’s con-
clusion was the need to supplement our discussion of Americanism vs Anti-Americanism with a further reference 
to Western civilization in relation to Eastern civilization, something akin to the point made by Professor Zhu ear-
lier on. The fact that he was able to expand on the distinction between West and East by focusing on the distinc-
tion between Confucianism and Christianity also illustrated the possibility of developing a more profound theory 
of civilization. By contrasting the Christian “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you” with Confu-
cius’ “Do not do to others would you would not like to have done to yourself” he succeeded in highlighting an 
essential difference, one that sheds light on the “obscure Western vice” of imposing one’s own values on others. 
In the sense that this part of the legacy of the Christian cultural heritage, there was some affi nity between this 
position and that of Dottor Fini. However, we should note that whereas Dottor Fini seeks out a remedy for our 
current problems within Western culture, particularly by going back to Greek philosophy, Professor Hazama 
seeks to transcend the Western dualism between good and evil by promoting the ideals of Confucian “golden 
mean”.
Among all the issues raised at this symposium I have touched upon only a part,—this in itself testifi es to the 
sheer breadth of the discussions that have been held. For us, this symposium has provided an abundant harvest, 
one that is primarily due to the lively debate among the participants.
In closing I would like to express my warmest thanks for the goodwill of all the participants. I am grateful 
for the unstinting support from the university, particularly for the exertions of the members of our Institute with-
out whose efforts it would have been quite impossible to hold the symposium.
